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money daring the Treasurer's administration, which was not
at all owing to his management, but to our trade with Por-
tugal, which he afterwards endeavoured to destroy, by driv-
ing them to side with France.

Mr. Vernon the merchant endeavoured to answer Sir Gil-
bert.

Sir 3". Jekyll represented the high crimes and misdemean-
ours of the late Treasurer in the blackest colours, and with
great applause; but as for the high treason, said he had
some doubts, as not being satisfied that my Lord Boling-
broke's letter, which was the only evidence of it, was a suf-
ficient evidence in law?

Mr. Stanhope said there was a person now in custody
(meaning Prior) who, he had reason to believe, would be a
corroborating evidence, and at the same time reasoned for
the sufficiency of what they already possessed. He then
enlarged on several crimes of this Minister, particularly
on his advising the Queen to utter falsehoods from the
throne, which he said tended to destroy the confidence be-
tween the sovereign and the people, and to expose the prince
to the contempt of his subjects. He likewise represented
the perniciousness of the special preliminaries, which made
the Ministry tools to the French in all the succeeding ne-
gotiation, and bound them down, to everything they proposed,
for fear* they should divulge the secret either to their fellow-
subjects or their allies. He showed how the ruin of our
trade with Spain and Portugal were the natural fruits of
these preliminaries, and all this with a warmth which raised
a great spirit in the House.

Mr. Hungerford objected to the corroborating evidence,
which was only expected, and was not yet before the House.

The Solicitor-general then closed the debate in a speech,
which gained him great reputation. He showed that it was
necessary to produce the same evidence for an impeachment
as for the trial or judgment of a criminal; but that it was
sufficient if, upon the general view of the Eeport, there was
thought reason enough to impeach. He then endeavoured
to prove the sufficiency of the present evidence, the letter
T.ot being that of a private person, but of a Secretary of
State, who is the clerk of the Cabinet, and that such a letter
IB to be regarded as a kind of record. He afterwards aggra-